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The article examines the role of organizational identification and job satisfaction in relation to turnover intentions in seven
organizations. Two models are proposed in which either job satisfaction or organizational identification was treated as a
mediator of the other’s relationship with turnover intention. The organizations varied in terms of culture (Japan vs. UK),
and institutional domain (academic, business, health, mail, legal). Within each organization, and meta-analytically
combined across the seven samples (N¼ 1392), organizational identification mediated the relationship between job
satisfaction and turnover intention more than job satisfaction mediated the relationship between organizational
identification, and turnover intention. Organizational identification also had the larger overall relationship with turnover
intention. This pattern remained true when gender, age, type of organization, culture, and length of tenure were accounted
for, although the direct relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intention was stronger in private than public
organizations and when the ratio of men was higher. The findings are consistent with a social identity theory (SIT)
perspective and with the idea that identification is a more proximal predictor of turnover intention. Over and above job
satisfaction, organizational identification offers a strong psychological anchor that discourages turnover intention in a
range of organizational contexts. Copyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
Organizational investment in selection, training, and promotion is mostly wasted if valued workers leave and turnover is
something most organizations seek to avoid. Steel and Ovalle (1984) reported a meta-analytic correlation of r¼ .50
between turnover intentions and turnover behavior. Given this strong relationship, it is useful to consider the social
psychological antecedents of turnover intention (see Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979). The present article
considers the relationship of job satisfaction and organizational identification with turnover intention.
Social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) has been used widely to predict group-serving judgments, attitudes,
evaluations, intentions, and behavior. The SIT approach emphasizes the relationship between these variables and identity
as a group member (e.g., Abrams & Hogg, 1990, 1999; Hogg & Abrams, 1988) and social identity has also been used in
theorizing about a variety of organizational variables, such as productivity, job security, leadership, and turnover intention
(e.g., Abrams & Randsley de Moura, 2001; Haslam, 2001; Haslam, Postmes, & Ellemers, 2003; Riketta, 2005; Riketta &
Van Dick, 2005; Van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher, & Christ, 2004b; Veenstra, Haslam, & Reynolds, 2004; see Haslam &
Ellemers, 2005 for a review). Prediction of turnover intention in organizations has also been explicitly linked to SIT (e.g.,
Mael & Ashforth, 1995; Van Dick, 2004; Van Dick et al., 2004a). Job satisfaction has also been widely reported as
predicting turnover intention (e.g., George & Jones, 1996; Hellman, 1997). However, as reviewed below, further researchura, Department of Psychology, University of Kent, Canterbury, Kent, CT2 7NP, UK.
s, Ltd.
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Organizational identification and turnover 541is required about the size or generality of the relationship between identification and job satisfaction, and what their
relative contribution is to the prediction of turnover intention.
The present article examines evidence from seven organizations to see how identification and job satisfaction may
mediate one another’s relationship with turnover intentions and which accounts for more variance overall. In addition it
examines the potential role, either as covariates within samples or moderators across samples, of other variables that could
affect job satisfaction, organizational identification and turnover intention, specifically, gender, age, length of tenure,
culture, and type of organization (private sector vs. state sector).ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTIFICATIONAccording to SIT (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), identity can be described along a continuum from
personal identity to social identity. Personal identity refers to self-conceptions in terms of unique and individualistic
characteristics (e.g., ‘‘I am good at playing the piano’’). Social identity, in contrast, derives from category memberships
(e.g., ‘‘I am a New Yorker,’’ or ‘‘I am a member of this university’’). Group and category memberships are important
because they also contribute to a person’s identity (see Abrams & Hogg, 1990). The more that a person identifies with a
group, the more he/she applies the attributes and characteristics of the group to the self, and the more outcomes for
the group are experienced as outcomes for the self (Turner et al., 1987). SIT proposes that, when social identity is salient,
group-evaluation and self-evaluation become isomorphic (Abrams & Hogg, 2001). Since organizational membership is a
salient and consequential basis for self-categorization it can form an important part of a person’s social identity. It is useful
therefore to explore how social identification with one’s organization can contribute to intentions and behavior.
Ashforth and Mael (1989) articulated the importance of a social identity perspective for organizational settings. They
proposed that the consequences of identification should include support for the organization and social attraction to
ingroup members. These should be manifested as increased willingness to remain within the organization. It follows that
turnover intention should be negatively associated with organizational identification (Abrams, Ando, & Hinkle, 1998;
Abrams, Frings, & Randsley de Moura, 2005).
There are various reasons why identification should play an important role in turnover intention. SIT itself proposes that
people who are in groups with insecure and low status may well identify less with the group and use social mobility
strategies (effectively seeking to join groups that would confer a more positive social identity). Moreover, groups may
provide a strong sense of social identity if the group has a legitimate and stable high status position in comparison with
relevant outgroups (Hogg &Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). However, there are also many reasons why individuals
within the same group will differ in their levels of identification, and we hold that these differences reflect the extent to
which people feel anchored in the group (Abrams & Randsley de Moura, 2001). There is evidence for this in contexts as
diverse as Scot’s identification and commitment to remaining in Scotland and Hong Kong dweller’s commitment to remain
in Hong Kong after the transition from UK to Chinese sovereignty (Abrams & Emler, 1992; Abrams, Hinkle, & Tomlins,
1999; Van Vugt & Hart, 2004; see also Zdaniuk & Levine, 2001). Therefore, it can be expected that turnover intentions,
like other indicators of social mobility, is closely related to organizational identification.JOB SATISFACTIONJob satisfaction has frequently been used as a key predictor of turnover intention (Eby, Freeman, Rush, & Lance, 1999;
Rosse & Hulin, 1985) and demonstrates that as satisfaction decreases turnover intention increases. There is a variety of
different measures and foci of job satisfaction (cf. Becker & Billings, 1993; Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981), and
these often reflect issues such as a person’s sense that he/she is fairly treated and not being denied better alternatives (e.g.,
Eby et al., 1999; Farrell & Rusbult, 1981). One obvious response to dissatisfaction is to leave one’s job, and it is therefore
reasonable to expect that job (dis) satisfaction experienced by individuals and groups should be associated with stronger
turnover intentions (Hellman, 1997; Jinnett & Alexander, 1999; Porter & Steers, 1973; Spencer & Steers, 1981).Copyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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1995) or mood (George & Jones, 1996). It is unclear how strong the job satisfaction–turnover intention relationship should
be, given that it may depend on specific aspects of work in particular organizations. Job satisfaction may arise from many
different sources, including levels of role ambiguity, autonomy, quality of supervision, quality of social relationships, and
level of support in the workplace. However, leaving a job does not guarantee that any of these will improve, or indeed that
the net improvement will be tangible or large. By leaving an organization, a person may risk exchanging one set of
dissatisfying aspects with a different set, and in addition previous investments or sunk costs may create additional blocks
on leaving (Meyer & Allen, 1984; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, & Mainous, 1988). It is possible, therefore, that the job
satisfaction–turnover relationship is not stable across different organizations, or that satisfaction may relate more closely
to immediate or short term variables such as daily effort, rather than longer term variables such as turnover intention (cf.
Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977).JOB SATISFACTION AND SOCIAL IDENTIFICATION AS JOINT PREDICTORS
OF TURNOVER INTENTIONPrevious research indicates that job satisfaction and organizational identification should both be reliable predictors of
turnover intention. Therefore it is surprising that little research has specifically included measures of both organizational
identification and job satisfaction as predictors of turnover intention. When both have been measured, both are
significantly correlated with turnover intention (e.g., Covin, Sightler, Kolenko, & Tudor, 1996; Van Dick et al., 2004a).
However, it is unclear what the distinct impact of job satisfaction and organizational identification might be.
Meyer and Allen (1997, p. 106) distinguished between distal variables and proximal variables that affect turnover. They
suggest that the most distal variables includework experiences, socialization experiences, management practices, personal
characteristics, and environmental conditions. Between these distal variables and turnover intentionMeyer and Allen posit
a series of increasingly proximal variables. These begin with work experiences, role states and psychological contracts,
followed by affect, norm and cost related judgments (e.g., need satisfaction, met expectations), which then bear on
commitment variables, which then determine outcomes. Other outcomes in their model include retention, productive
behavior, and employee well-being.
We concur with Meyer and Allen (1997) that judgments of satisfaction should be related to identification with the
organization, but we extend the idea that variables vary in proximity to outcomes by considering two possible models of
relationships between job satisfaction, organizational identification, and turnover intention. These differ in terms of
whether job satisfaction or organizational identification has a more proximal or more distal impact on turnover intention.
For convenience, we label these alternatives Models 1 and 2. We assume that a more proximal variable should mediate the
effects of a more distal one. We do not assume temporal priority of one over the other. Instead, we are concerned with the
question of the extent to which job satisfaction and organizational identification have their effects on turnover intention via
one another or completely independent of one another. That is, we conceive of proximal and distal as descriptions of the
likely psychological process by which each variable affects turnover intention.Model 1: Satisfaction as Proximal
In Model 1, satisfaction is considered to be an aspect of employee well-being and daily experience that is a direct
determinant of turnover intention. Identification would be merely one of a potential set of variables (such as pay,
conditions of service, and social relationships in the situation) that could influence satisfaction. Satisfaction would then
determine turnover intention. The effect of identification on turnover intention would be indirect, mediated by job
satisfaction (see also Farkas & Tetrick, 1990; Irving, Coleman, & Cooper, 1997). Thus, relative to identification,
satisfaction is expected to be a more proximal cause of turnover.
A strong version of Model 1 would hold that identification has no role in predicting turnover intentions other than an
indirect effect, fully mediated through job satisfaction (Becker & Billings, 1993; Reichers, 1985, 1986). Only job
satisfaction should have a direct influence on intention (see Tett & Meyer, 1993). Aweak version of Model 1 would allowCopyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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partially by job satisfaction. In line with this version, Van Dick et al. (2004a) found evidence that organizational
identification predicted turnover intention but the relationship was partially mediated by job satisfaction.
Model 2: Identification as Proximal
The question of what is distal and what is a proximal predictor of turnover intention can be interpreted in different ways.
One interpretation is in terms of motivational state. Organizational identification relates to the sense of connection
between the self and the organization, and in that sense, identification could be more proximal, psychologically, to
intentions about remaining with the organization. Model 2 is based on this assumption, and holds that identification should
be the proximal predictor of turnover intention. Job satisfaction is associated with variables that are more psychologically
distal from turnover intention (e.g., particular work experiences, role states and day to day cost-benefit calculations). In
concert with these variables, job satisfaction may act more as a potential antecedent of identification (cf. Williams &
Hazer, 1986). Additional antecedents of organizational identification could include variables such as job scope (Hackett,
Bycio, & Hausdorf, 1994), fair policies (Folger & Kanovsky, 1989; Schaubroek, May, & Brown, 1994; Tyler & Blader,
2000), good working relationships, prototypical leaders and participative decision processes (Morris, Hulbert, & Abrams,
2000), and perhaps clear intergroup boundaries (Hogg, 1993). Thus, in Model 2, job satisfaction should precede and
provide a partial basis of identification (see also Farkas & Tetrick, 1990; Hackett et al., 1994). For example, it may be that a
more satisfying job, over time, contributes to a person’s identification with the organization.
Consistent with Model 2, Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974) argued that satisfaction mediates between
antecedents such as age, gender, work experience, and type of organization, on the one hand, and organizational
commitment on the other. Possible overlap between organizational identification and affective commitment (Bergami &
Bagozzi, 2000; Riketta & Van Dick, 2005) would also be consistent with the prediction that identification could be a
relatively proximal influence on turnover intention.
A strong version of Model 2 would assume that identification fully mediates the effect of job satisfaction on turnover
intention. Aweak version of Model 2 would allow that both job satisfaction and identification should influence turnover
intention, and the effect of job satisfaction should be mediated partially by identification. In fact, Tyler and Blader (2000)
hold that variables which affect cost benefit calculations, such as rewards and incentives, are likely to affect job
participation variables only indirectly through ‘status’ variables such as identification, pride, and respect, which is
consistent with Model 2.
Model 2 is more consistent with SIT. Leaving an organization necessarily means losing organizational identity.Whereas a
work role (i.e., a job) can be constituted in different organizations, and therefore is not necessarily dependent on membership
of a particular organization, a person’s sense of identity as a member of an organization is dependent on having membership.
In this sense, while it may be a personal choice, turnover intention is psychologically a group level variable (Abrams&Hogg,
2001). Organizational identity can be seen as more proximal because leaving one’s organization involves leaving the group,
usually in favor of another group. To the extent that the group has been an important part of the self, a person seems unlikely
to relinquish membership lightly. In contrast, job satisfaction does not necessarily imply a particular self-categorization and
can be conceptualized as more of a cost-benefit calculation based attitude (cf. Meyer &Allen, 1997). The outcome of leaving
for one’s job satisfaction is uncertain because other jobs may be unavailable or may be perceived as having greater or lesser
costs and benefits for different individuals. Therefore, we expect these differences in identity-based motivations should make
organizational identification amore powerful driver than attitude-based job satisfaction. However, given the presence of prior
evidence consistent with both models, a central aim of this paper is to examine which best accounts for evidence using a
common set of measures applied across a range of organizational contexts.POTENTIAL MODERATORSSeveral demographic variables are known to influence job satisfaction, as noted above. Since different organizations may
also vary in their demographic and cultural composition it is therefore also possible that these variables could moderate the
relationships among job satisfaction, identification, and turnover intention. For example, it may be that not only do
different types of organization have different levels of satisfaction, but satisfaction also plays a larger role in turnoverCopyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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culture, gender, length of tenure and type of organization, though of course there are likely to be other potential
moderators. However, to the extent that these variables do not change the relative support for each model we may be more
confident about the generalisability of the two models.
Organizational Type and Cultural Differences
The difference between private and public sector organizations is considered as a potential moderator. There is evidence
that job satisfaction rates differ amongst members of private sector organizations compared to those in the public sector
(e.g., Joshi, 1998) and there are differences in various workplace attitudes and behaviors (e.g., Markovits, Davis, & Van
Dick, 2007; Karl & Sutton, 1998). In particular, public sector employment tends to offer lower levels of pay but higher
levels of job security, pensions, and flexibility (see Booth & Frank, 2005). These differences could have an impact on how
the relationships between job satisfaction, organizational identification, and turnover intention, such that satisfaction may
play a larger role in turnover intention in private sector organizations.
Research suggests that the level of individualism and collectivism of a culture could moderate the relationship between
other variables and turnover intention (Triandis, 1995). The present research provides evidence from Japanese and British
organizations. Japanese organizations may maximize employee attachment through factors such as security of
employment, welfare programs, and strong company ideology (see Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1990; Shook, 1988). Japanese
workers also seem more willing to maintain organizational membership and to exert effort toward organizational goals
than workers in Western countries, as reflected by lower rates of turnover and absenteeism (Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1990),
longer working hours relative to North American workers (Keizai Koho Center, 1987), and very low unexpected
absenteeism (Sengoku, 1985).
In contrast, self-report surveys suggest that Japanese workers may express less commitment to their organizations (e.g.,
Cole, 1979; Luthans, McCaul, & Dodd, 1985; Near, 1989), and these results do not seem attributable to modesty response
bias (Farh, Dobbins, & Cheng, 1991; Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1985; Yu & Murphy, 1993). Previous research (Abrams et al.,
1998) also revealed cross-cultural differences in the impact of subjective normative pressures on workers in Japan versus
the UK, consistent with the relatively greater levels of interdependence in Japanese culture (cf. Besser, 1993; Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). However, there is no cross-cultural evidence regarding the generalizability of relationships among job
satisfaction, organizational identification, and turnover intention.
One possibility is that turnover intention ismore strongly affected by job satisfaction in amore individualistic culture, where
workers may form intentions based more on personal cost-benefit considerations relative to social norm and group-based
considerations. If cross-cultural differences do exist (cf. Oyserman, Kemmelmeier, & Coon, 2002), they could be revealed by a
different pattern of relationships in data from Japanese organizations relative to organizations in the more individualistic
culture of the United Kingdom. Along similar lines, it might be conjectured that peopleworking in types of organization with a
less broadly individualistic mission (e.g., public service) might weigh organizational identity more strongly than job
satisfaction when they consider their turnover intentions. This speculation is also investigated in the present research.
Gender, Age, and Length of Tenure
Several studies have suggested that gender should affect the relationship between our variables of interest because men
generally attain higher status and potentially more fulfilling roles in organizations (e.g., Eagly, Karau, &Makhijani, 1995;
Timberlake, 2005). It may be that men are more satisfied and identify more strongly. If so, gender should be a significant
antecedent of turnover intention (Irving et al., 1997). Furthermore, there is recent research indicating how relationships
between organizational variables might differ as a result of gender (see e.g., Houston & Marks, 2005). We might also
expect the relationships between job satisfaction, identification, and turnover intention to vary by gender such that women
may persist working in an organization despite dissatisfaction, in part because they may have less flexibility to seek
alternatives given their non-work commitments (Houston, 2005).
Similar reasoning applies to age and length of tenure. Increasing age and tenure are likely to be associated with greater
seniority and security, and hence stronger links with an organization (e.g., Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Veenstra et al.,
2004). The present studies therefore investigate whether effects of job satisfaction and organizational identification vary as
a function of gender, age, and length of tenure.Copyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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models outlined previously. In Model 1 the impact of organizational identification on turnover intention is mediated
significantly by job satisfaction. InModel 2 the impact of job satisfaction on turnover intention is mediated significantly by
organizational identification.
In order to test these alternative models across cultures and organizational domains, data were examined from seven
different organizational surveys that measured organizational identification, job satisfaction, and turnover intention. Each
sample in these surveys involved a distinct population of employees. Samples 1 and 2 revisited the Abrams et al. (1998)
data from academics working in a UK and Japanese University. Samples 3 and 4 revisited the Abrams et al. (1998) data
frommatched commercial organizations in the UK and Japan. Job satisfaction data had not been analyzed previously from
these samples and so the results reported in this article are new. The remaining samples are larger and all involve new data
from the UK. Sample 5 involved employees in a large urban hospital, Sample 6 involved workers in a large national mail
service, and Sample 7 involved workers in a legal firm.
The demographic and gender profile of each sample varied somewhat, and the present research also examines their
effects within and between organizations.HYPOTHESESTo examine these questions, the findings are presented for the seven samples, and are then integrated into a meta-analytic
summary. The preceding analysis leads to several specific hypotheses. First, both organizational identification and job
satisfaction will be negatively correlated with turnover intentions within and across samples. Second, since both predictors
involve orientation to the same entity (organization) they should be positively correlated with each other. Given that
organizational identification and job satisfaction are different constructs, it is possible that each could make an
independent contribution to the prediction of turnover intention. Whereas one could remain agnostic regarding the two
models, the balance of previous research evidence and, in our view, the stronger theoretical arguments suggest that identity
concerns should take priority over instrumental concerns when an important identity is at stake, and Model 2 should
receive more support. Consequently, the partial correlations should demonstrate that identification mediates the effect of
job satisfaction on turnover intention, more than vice versa.
Finally, in addition to testing these hypotheses the present research also investigates the effects of various participant
and sample characteristics (age, gender, length of tenure, organizational type, and culture).METHODSamples and Procedures
Data from all seven samples were collected by anonymous questionnaire surveys described as being conducted on behalf
of the University of Kent, and as being concerned with perceptions of the organization and employees’ experiences
working within it. The surveys also included additional measures relating to organization-specific issues (available from
authors on request). These are not reported in the present article, as the intention is to examine the relationships among the
variables measured in common across the studies.
It was explained that all responses would be treated confidentially and that the organization would not have access to
any of the questionnaires. Participants were allowed to complete the questionnaire during working hours and were
instructed to return it in a sealed envelope via mail drop boxes. Surveys were returned by mail directly to the researchers at
the University of Kent.
Sample 1 involved faculty at two small UKUniversities. Sample 2 involved faculty from three universities in Japan. Sample 3
involved workers in a UKoffice of a Japanese-owned commercial organization. Sample 4 involved offices of the same, and two
comparable organizations within Japan. Sample 5 was from a hospital survey commissioned by a National Health Service Trust
responsible for 3 leading hospitals in a major UK city. Sample 6 involved employees in a global mail company located in theCopyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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commercial 5. Hospital 6. Mail 7. Legal
Complete n 46 71 49 50 870 176 130
Response rate 33% 48% 65% 68% 60% 26% 47%
Job Satisfaction
Mean 2.99 3.39 3.73 3.21 3.42 3.26 3.71
SD 0.69 0.59 0.51 0.54 0.51 0.95 0.48
Alpha 0.84 0.85 0.80 0.83 0.70 0.90 0.77
Organizational identification
Mean 3.08 3.40 4.48 3.25 3.19 3.32 3.75
SD 0.92 0.86 0.48 0.59 0.67 0.96 0.64
Alpha 0.94 0.92 0.81 0.77 0.85 0.93 0.88
Turnover intention
Mean 3.12 2.59 2.38 2.87 2.80 2.75 2.96
SD 0.96 1.12 0.81 1.14 1.35 1.25 0.94
Alpha 0.58 0.90 0.82 0.91 0.95  0.84
Age
Mean 3.81 3.93 2.80 2.56 3.15 3.55 2.59
SD 0.90 0.98 0.76 0.95 1.07 1.07 0.84
Length of tenure
Mean 3.83 3.61 2.82 3.45 2.90 4.39 3.01
SD 1.24 1.44 0.75 1.29 1.38 1.05 1.24
% Male 63 89 73 62 38 76 36
Note: all measures are on a five-point scale. For satisfaction 1 represents dissatisfied and 5 represents satisfied. For identification and for turnover
intention, 1 represents low and 5 represents high. Age was measured using (or converted to) a five-point continuum from 1¼ 18–21, 2¼ 22–29, 3¼ 30–
39, 4¼ 40–49, 5¼ 50–65. Length of tenure was measured using a five-point continuum where 1¼ less than 1 year, 2¼ less than or equal to 2 years,
3¼ less than or equal to 5 years, 4¼ less than or equal to 10 years, 5¼more than 10 years.
This was a single item measure.
546 Georgina Randsley de Moura et al.South East of England. Sample 7 involved employees of a large law firm with offices in London, Glasgow, and Edinburgh. The
response rate did not vary as a function of which office or type of staff (50% lawyers, 50% support staff) participated.
Measures
Response rates, descriptive statistics, and internal reliability coefficients are in Table 1. Note that for Sample 6 participants
were asked to return the questionnaire (using a pre-paid return envelope) within two or three days, this was due to time
restraints on the research. The low response rate relative to other samples seems likely to be attributable to this time
pressure, and the sample characteristics seem to be in line with personnel records in the district offices.
Sample Characteristics
Gender, age, and length of tenure in the organization were measured in all seven organizations.
Organizational Identification
Items were based on Abrams et al. (1998; cf. Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone, & Crook, 1989). Items were responded to
using a five-point scale (1¼ strongly disagree, 5¼ strongly agree). In Samples 1–5 and 7 this was a seven-item measure,
and either a generic form (‘‘this company,’’ Samples 3, 4, 6, and 7), or the specific name of the organization was the subject
of each item. The items were: ‘‘I feel strong ties with this company;’’ ‘‘this company is important to me;’’ ‘‘I feel proud to
be a member of my company;’’ ‘‘I feel a strong sense of belonging to this company;’’ ‘‘belonging to this company is anCopyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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of this company.’’ In Sample 6 the latter two items were omitted because of space limitations.
Job Satisfaction
Samples 1–5 and 7 completed a nine-item measure of job satisfaction using items used in previous research (e.g., Crosby,
1982; Lee & Martin, 1991). The items were framed by the question, ‘‘how dissatisfied or satisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job?’’ The following aspects were listed: ‘‘your work in general;’’ ‘‘the number of hours you
work;’’ ‘‘your pay;’’ ‘‘your relationship with fellow workers;’’ ‘‘your opportunities for advancement;’’ ‘‘your present
situation in comparison to men working in this firm;’’ ‘‘your present situation in comparison to women working in this
firm;’’ ‘‘your future prospects in comparison to men working in this firm;’’ ‘‘your future prospects in comparison towomen
working in this firm.’’ All items were responded to using a five-point scale (1¼ very dissatisfied, 5¼ very satisfied). In
each sample, the item ‘‘your work in general’’ had the highest item-total correlation. A mean score was derived to form the
index of job satisfaction.
For Sample 6, space limitations required use of a reduced measure of job satisfaction that comprised the following five
items: ‘‘all in all, I am satisfied with my current job;’’ ‘‘my job measures up to the sort of job I wanted when I took it;’’
‘‘knowing what I know now, if I had to decide all over again whether to take my job, I would;’’ ‘‘I am proud of my job;’’
and, ‘‘I enjoy the work that I do.’’ Participants indicated how much they disagreed (1) or agreed (5) with each statement.
The first three items were those used in Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, and Lynch (1997). The first item had the highest
item-total correlation. The different content and format of this measure vis-a`-vis the measure used in Samples 1–5 and 7
allows us to explore whether the measurement differences affect the relationships among the variables.
Turnover Intention
For Samples 1–4 and 7 turnover intention was measured using the mean of four items concerning plans to leave or remain
within the organization: ‘‘in the next few years I intend to leave this company;’’ ’’in the next few years I expect to leave this
company;’’ ‘‘I think about leaving this company;’’ ‘‘I’d like to work in this company until I reach retirement age’’ (reverse
scored). For Sample 5 we used amean of two items, ‘‘at some time I intend to leave this organization;’’ and ‘‘at some time I
expect to leave this organization.’’ For the Sample 6, intention to leave the organization was measured with a single item:
‘‘at some time I intend to seek work with a different employer.’’ All items were responded to using a five-point scale
(1¼ strongly disagree, 5¼ strongly agree).RESULTSSample Characteristics and Response Rates
Sample 1: UK Universities
Of the 49 questionnaires returned, two non-British respondents were excluded from the analysis, and data were missing for
one person leaving 29 males and 17 females.
Sample 2: Japanese Universities
Of the 75 questionnaires returned, four were not used for analysis because they were from non-Japanese respondents,
leaving 63 male and 8 female respondents.
Sample 3: Commercial Organization (UK Office)
Of the 51 questionnaires returned two had missing data, leaving 36 males and 13 females.Copyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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Of the 54 questionnaires returned four had missing data, leaving 31 male and 19 female respondents in total. Twenty-nine
respondents were from the same parent organization as used in Sample 3.Sample 5: Hospital Survey
Of the 903 questionnaires returned 33 were discarded due to missing responses, leaving 870 in total. Five hundred and
forty females and 330 males were in the final data set. The entire spectrum of employees was sampled including managers
(11%), consultant surgeons and doctors (13%), nurses (41%), support staff (30%).Sample 6: Mail Service Workers
Of the 176 questionnaires returned, 133 were male employees and 28 were female.Sample 7: Legal Firm
Of the 130 questionnaires returned, 64 respondents were lawyers and 66 were support staff. Forty-seven were male and 83
were female.Mean Levels of Organizational Identification, Job Satisfaction, and Turnover Intention
The hypothesis tests were not primarily concerned with absolute levels of identification, satisfaction, and turnover
intention. However, it was important to establish that none of the later analyses would be constrained by floor or ceiling
effects and restriction of range. As shown in Table 1, despite the fact that samples varied in terms of type of organization
and geographical location, the three measures show considerable consistency in terms of means and variances. The mean
levels of job satisfaction range fromM¼ 2.99 to 3.73. The reliability coefficients range from a¼ .70 to .90. This is in line
with, or better than, the reliability of job satisfaction measures in previous research (e.g., Dunham, Grube, & Castaneda,
1994; Hackett et al., 1994; Irving et al., 1997). For organizational identification the means range from M¼ 3.08 to 4.48.
The reliability coefficients range from a¼ 0.77 to 0.94. For turnover intention the means range fromM¼ 3.12 to 2.59. In
five of the samples the reliability coefficients were high, ranging from a¼ 0.82 to 0.95. In the UK University sample the
reliability was lower (a¼ 0.58).
Correlation and Regression Analyses
In each sample, satisfaction and identification together accounted for a significant and generally a substantial portion of the
variance in turnover intention. Multiple R2 ranged from .59 to .13, and the variance accounted for was significant in all
samples (all ps< .001).
Table 2 shows correlations and partial correlations between job satisfaction, identification, and turnover intention, as
well as the multiple correlation between both predictors and turnover intention. We note that the correlations among these
variables are reliable but generally sufficiently low to allay any concerns regarding multicollinearity. In addition, the
reliabilities of each measure show that they are internally coherent. The second column of coefficients shows that
identification and satisfaction are positively and significantly intercorrelated within every sample, with a range of r¼ .28
to .62. The third column shows that job satisfaction and identification are both significantly negatively correlated with
turnover intention within all samples. For job satisfaction, the correlations range from r¼.22 to .46. The correlations
between identification and turnover intention range from r¼.34 to .77.Copyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/ejsp
Table 2. Sample characteristics of seven organizational samples and correlations and partial correlations between job satisfaction and
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Organizational identification and turnover 549The fourth column of coefficients in Table 2 provides the partial correlations between satisfaction and turnover
intention controlling for identification, and between identification and turnover intention controlling for satisfaction.
These reveal that there is a significant partial correlation between identification and intention in all seven organizations,
ranging from pr¼.74 to .29. The partial correlation between satisfaction and intention is generally smaller, ranging
from pr¼.23 to .16, and is significant only in three organizations.
Meta-analytic Integration
Meta-analysis was used to assess the overall effect sizes for the different predictors, closely following the procedures
adopted by Driskell and Mullen (1990).11An alternative to meta-analytic integration might have been to use structural equation modeling with multiple samples. While having the advantage of
simultaneously testing the measurement and structural models, this approach would have required identical measures for each construct (and identical
numbers of items per construct). This presumption is not required for meta-analysis, which only needs that the same relationships among variables are
tested and can allow for variations such as inclusion of a subset of items to measure the same constructs. In addition, the small sizes of some of the samples
makes SEM unviable. Our confidence in the distinctiveness among the constructs is bolstered by Van Dick et al’s (2004a) research showing that turnover
intention, identification, and satisfaction were factorially distinct. Finally, in the largest (Hospital) sample we used structural equation modeling (EQS) to
test the full Model 2 and the results were consistent with our assumptions. Based on the criterion of .90 for adequate goodness of fit and .95 for good fit,
(see Hu & Bentler, 1995), the fit based on the usual array of indices was adequate (BNNFI¼ .912, NNFI¼ .916, CFI¼ .931) and the SRMSR¼ .045, met
the criterion of < .05 for good fit. As is normal for large samples the x2 (125df)¼ 537.42, p< .001, was significant (Independence x2¼ 6129.32). The
standardized coefficients for the structural model matched those derived from the regression approach used for the statistics reported in Table 2. The direct
effect of job satisfaction (.12) was less than half that of identification (.27), and the relationship between the two was .32. The indirect effect of job
satisfaction was .08.
Copyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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Table 3. Results of meta-analytic combinations
SI IT ST IT.S ST.I
Z 11.1 13.58 8.65 11.32 4.84
p 3.87E-24 1.08E-30 5.12E-17 1.15E-24 6.60E-7
Mean r .36 .44 .28 .37 .15
Note: S¼ satisfaction; I¼ identification; T¼ turnover Intention; k¼ 7, N¼ 1392.
550 Georgina Randsley de Moura et al.Together organizational identification and job satisfaction account for a significant and quite substantial
proportion of the meta-analytic variance in turnover intention, mean R¼ .45, R2¼ .21, Z for combination of significance
levels¼ 14.28, p¼ 1.94E-32. The relevant statistics from each sample are provided in the first three columns of
Table 2.
The tests of hypothesized relationships among variables in the seven samples were subjected to the following meta-
analytic procedures: (i) combinations of effect size; (ii) focused comparisons of significance levels and effect sizes.
Formulae and computational procedures are available in Mullen (1990) and Rosenthal and Rubin (1988). Table 3 presents
the results of the meta-analytic weighted combinations of effect sizes (where study outcomes are weighted by sample
sizes). These meta-analytic combinations reveal that identification is significantly and moderately correlated with satisfac-
tion, mean r¼ .36, Z¼ 11.12, p¼ 3.87E-24. Identification is significantly and moderately associated with intention, mean
r¼.44, Z¼ 13.58, p¼ 1.08E-30. Satisfaction is also significantly and moderately associated with turnover intention,
mean r¼.28, Z¼ 8.65, p¼ 5.12E-17.
The results of the meta-analytic combinations for the two partial correlations derived for each study are particularly
informative. Partialing out the effects of satisfaction produced a significant but small reduction in relationship between
identification and turnover intention (reduction in mean r from r¼.44 to .37), Z¼ 1.85, p¼ .03, a 29% reduction in
explained variance. The effect of identification remained significant and moderate. Alternatively, partialing out the effects
of identification produced a significant and substantial drop in the relationship between satisfaction and turnover intention
(reduction in mean r from r¼.28 to .15), Z¼ 3.58, p¼ 1.75E-4, a 71% reduction in explained variance. Finally, it
should be noted that the magnitude of the effect for the relation between identification and turnover after partialing out
satisfaction (r¼.37) was significantly larger than the magnitude of the effect for the relation between satisfaction and
turnover intention after partialing out identification, r¼.15; Z¼ 6.18, p¼ 4.23E-10.
The fact that identification and satisfaction both independently relate to turnover intention and correlate with one
another allows us to test both models. We cannot accept the strong version of either model because both variables show a
direct (unmediated) relationship with turnover intention. However, support for the weak models (partial mediation) is
clearer for Model 2 than Model 1. Specifically, identification mediates satisfaction more than vice versa, and the
independent effect of identification (r¼.37) is significantly larger than the total effect of satisfaction (r¼.28),
Z¼ 1.85, p¼ .03.
One way of illustrating this pattern is with the path analysis diagram in Figure 1. This provides standardized regression
weights that are obtained from the meta-analytically derived mean rs presented in Table 3. Figure 1 shows the direct
relationship between satisfaction and turnover intention is considerably smaller than the direct relationship between
identification and intention, and that the most substantial contribution of satisfaction in this model is to the prediction of
identification. This conclusion is strengthened by the analyses that follow.Effects of Participant and Sample Characteristics
The effects of participant and sample characteristics were examined in two ways. The first was to meta-analytically
examine the partial correlations between job satisfaction, identification and turnover intention when the effects of gender,
age, and length of tenure were partialed out, within each sample. The second, was to examine the meta-analytic impact of
between sample differences in gender ratio, mean age, mean length of tenure, country, and whether the samplewas a public
or a private organization (i.e., whether these variables moderated the relationships among organizational identification, job
satisfaction, and turnover intention).Copyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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Figure 1. Path analysis based on meta-analytic combination of effects of job satisfaction and organizational identification on turnover
intention (Model 2). Note: k¼ 7, N¼ 1392.
Organizational identification and turnover 551Within Samples
The multiple correlation, with turnover intention when gender, age, and tenure were included as predictors within each
sample was not significantly larger than when they were omitted, Z¼ 1.17, p¼ .12. Moreover, when the effects of gender,
age, and tenure were partialed out, the relationship between identification and turnover intention was not reduced
significantly (reduction in mean r¼.04), Z¼ 0.34 and nor was the relationship between satisfaction and turnover
(reduction in mean r¼ .01), Z¼ 0.42.
When, in addition to gender, age, and tenure, satisfaction was partialed out, the relationship between identification and
turnover intention was still not reduced significantly (reduction in mean r¼.06), Z¼ 1.58, p¼ .06. This indicates that
the reduction in effects of identification when satisfaction was partialed out in the earlier analysis (without participants’
characteristics accounted for) may have been due to sample characteristics rather than satisfaction per se. In contrast, when
in addition to gender, age, and tenure, identification was partialed out, the relationship between job satisfaction and
turnover intention did reduce significantly (reduction in mean r¼.12), Z¼ 3.06, p¼ 1.12E-3. Thus, the within-samples
analysis is consistent with the weak version of Model 2 (identification partially mediates the satisfaction–turnover
intention relationship) but with neither version ofModel 1, because satisfaction did not mediate between identification and
turnover intention.Between Samples
Table 4 shows the statistics for the effects of differences between samples. There was no effect of age or length of tenure.
The partial correlations between identification or job satisfaction with turnover intention were not affected by country of
sample. However, there was an effect of organizational type on the partial correlation between job satisfaction and
turnover intention. Job satisfaction had a smaller direct effect in public rather than private organizations. The correlation of
organizational type with Fisher’s Z for the effect size was .65. Sample gender ratio also affected the partial correlation of
job satisfaction with turnover intention (see Table 4). This indicates that the small effect of job satisfaction on turnover
intention is strengthened as the proportion of males in the organization increases. The correlation of gender with Fisher’s Z
for the effect size was .68.
Taken together, these analyses indicate that the relative relationships between identification, satisfaction, and intention
are stable and reliable even when several potentially relevant background characteristics of the individuals or
organizations are accounted for. In view of these findings Model 2, shown in Figure 1, can be accepted with some
confidence. When identification is a mediator it reduces the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intentionCopyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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Table 4. Meta-analytic effect of gender, country, and organizational type on partial correlations with turnover intention (T) of
satisfaction controlling for identification (ST.I) and identification controlling for satisfaction (IT.S)
G C OT COT
IT.S Z 1.05 0.56 0.61 0.29
p 0.15 .29 .27 .38
ST.I Z 2.44 0.94 2.17 0.41
p 7.26E-03 .17 1.49E-02 .34
Note: S¼ satisfaction; I¼ identification; T¼ turnover intention; G¼ gender; C¼ country; OT¼organizational type; k¼ 7, N¼ 1392.
552 Georgina Randsley de Moura et al.quite substantially, whereas when satisfaction is the mediator it does not affect the relationship between identification and
turnover intention as substantially, and not at all when sample characteristics are accounted for. Both predictors have
significant relationships with turnover intention, but the relationship with identification is larger.DISCUSSION
Consistent with the hypotheses, organizational identification, and job satisfaction were correlated with each other, but also
were both related significantly to turnover intention. Moreover, the overall findings clearly demonstrate the relevance of
social identity for retention in organizations (Mael & Ashforth, 1995). Membership of an organization can vary greatly in
importance for different people. These differences clearly matter for intentions and decisions about continuing
membership of and participation in the group. The consistent relationship between identification and intention across all of
the samples is in linewith the idea that the subjective value of groupmembership plays an important role in decisions about
leaving that group (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
Taken together the data clearly support the weak version of Model 2. Our research reveals that the relationship between
job satisfaction and turnover intentions is mediated partially by organizational identification. Job satisfaction clearly can
affect feelings about the organization as a whole, and the evidence here suggests that this in turn affects turnover intention.
However, the relationship between identification and turnover intention remains large even when job satisfaction is
accounted for. This is consistent with the idea that feelings about the organization as a whole can affect turnover intention
for reasons that are independent of feelings about one’s specific job.
In common with much previous research (e.g., Dunham et al., 1994; Eisenberger et al., 1997; Ko, Price, & Mueller,
1997; Van Dick et al., 2004a), the relationships examined are correlational rather than causal. However, there is good
evidence that various other, sometimes more multi-dimensional, indicators of organizational commitment are causally
prior to turnover intentions and that intentions are causally prior to turnover behavior (see Abrams & Randsley de Moura,
2001; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Porter et al., 1974; Steel & Ovalle, 1984). Thus, the assumption that job satisfaction and
organizational identification are causally prior to turnover intention seems reasonable on both empirical and theoretical
grounds. For example, this causal direction is also consistent with evidence from social identity research more generally,
showing that higher identification with a group results in stronger behavioral support for that group (Abrams & Hogg,
1999, 2001; Ellemers et al., 1999; Haslam, 2001). However, this does not rule out that there might also be a reversed effect.
Further research is needed to address causality directly, for example, using a longitudinal design and by inclusion of
relevant behavioral outcome measures and observers’ judgments. Future research could also examine whether
organizational identification interacts with other psychological or structural variables (e.g., organization size or status) to
determine whether such relationships will impact other aspects of organizational behavior (e.g., performance or
participation; see model in Abrams & Randsley de Moura, 2001, p. 146).Culture and Context
An important recommendation in Mathieu and Zajac’s (1990) review was to sample from different types of organizations.
Sampling from multiple organizations helps to avoid problems of homogeneity of experience (and hence restriction of
variance and covariance among measures). Moreover, adding a potentially powerful independent factor, such as culture,
increases the confidence with which one can generalize not only across organizations but within and between nations asCopyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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Organizational identification and turnover 553well. This strategy was adopted in the present research and revealed small variations in measures of job satisfaction,
turnover intention, and organizational identification in different samples.
Regardless of variations in their strength, the pattern of relationships among the three variables, and relative impact of
identification and job satisfaction on turnover intention showed considerable consistency across cultures and samples with
different gender or age characteristics. Nonetheless, given that correlations between identification and turnover intention
ranged from r¼. 34 in the Hospital Sample to r¼.77 in the UK University Sample it is clear that other, unmeasured,
variables can also affect the relationship between identification and turnover intention. There does not appear to be a
pattern in the present data that suggests a ready explanation for this variation. It is possible that some of the unexplained
variance in turnover intention in the Hospital Sample may be associated with group level effects (e.g., between teams or
departments) that were unaccounted for in the present analyses, because that sample contained a wider range and number
of types of workers than the others (cf. Jinnett & Alexander, 1999). Further research is required to understand these
structurally different levels of social identification (e.g., between teams or departments) and the impact they have on other
organizational variables such as satisfaction and turnover intention (see e.g., Van Dick et al., 2004a; Van Knippenberg &
Van Schie, 2000).Comparison with Van Dick et al. (2004a)
As well as testing the idea that job satisfaction is an antecedent of identification, the present research provides one of the
few statistical tests of the alternative possibility, described by Model 1, that identification is an antecedent of job
satisfaction (see also Van Dick et al., 2004a). In fact, once participant characteristics were accounted for we found no
support for Model 1. At first sight the opposing conclusions reached from the present evidence and by Van Dick et al.
(2004a) seem puzzling. Whereas both sets of evidence show that organizational identification and job satisfaction can
predict turnover intention, Van Dick et al. (2004a) conclude that job satisfaction is the more likely mediator. It seems likely
that, rather than being incompatible, the differences in conclusions between the two sets of studies may reflect meaningful
differences in the approach taken to conceptualization, measurement, and sampling.
Aside from the fact that Van Dick, Christ, et al.’s (2004a) samples were based in Germany, rather than Scotland,
England, or Japan, other differences may account for the findings. At the level of measurement, the job satisfaction
measures used by Van Dick et al. (2004a) were two general items, whereas the present research employed, in all but one
sample, a much more specific and extensive set of items in addition to a general item. We cannot be sure why these
differences may have led to different results but this is an issue that deserves further investigation. For example, perhaps
more general measures invoke a longer term perspective among respondents, and perhaps this is more predictive of
turnover intention than current or highly salient situational aspects of satisfaction. Moreover, and perhaps most important,
Van Dick, Christ et al.’s (2004a) turnover intention measure asked about participants’ rumination about leaving the job, or
already having looked for other jobs, but did not specifically ask whether participants intended to find a different job. There
may be a substantially important difference here. People whose job is generally unsatisfying may, as part of their
disenchantment, be much more prone to think about other jobs (e.g., ‘‘I think about changing the job,’’ ‘‘I frequently think
of quitting’’), but may not actually intend to do so. However, those who feel no allegiance to an organization may be more
likely to actually intend to leave it, regardless of whether they like their particular job or not.
A further difference between the two sets of evidence is that Van Dick et al.’s (2004a) research used two samples of
bank workers, a sample of call center workers, and a sample from a recently merged clinical hospital, possibly all private
sector organizations. In the present research the range of samples was wider, including organizations in both the private
and public sectors, and educational, legal, health, postal, and commercial workers. The commercial organizations showed
a stronger effect of job satisfaction than the public sector organizations. Future research should investigate whether
differences in corporate culture (e.g., a public service versus profit orientation) mean that employees weight identity and
satisfaction differently in formulating their turnover intentions.Alternative Models
It would be interesting to examine whether other variables mediate the relationship of both identification and satisfaction
to turnover intention. For example, it seems likely that the relationships may be mediated partly by specific attitudes andCopyright # 2008 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 540–557 (2009)
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possible that attitudes about moving to a specific job may be a more proximal predictor of intentions to take that job than is
organizational identification. This is consistent with research that has used the theory of reasoned action to predict turnover
intention (e.g., Hinz & Nelson, 1990; Lane, Mathews, & Presholdt, 1988).
We set out to test two rival models based firmly on extant literature and research. There is substantial previous research
in which turnover intention has been treated as a central outcome variable (e.g., Abrams et al., 1998; Meyer & Allen, 1997;
Van Dick et al., 2004a), including in longitudinal studies of turnover (e.g., Farkas & Tetrick, 1990) and that is how we have
chosen to treat it in the present work. However, we are also conscious that other models could be proposed and tested. We
are also conscious that the present data are correlational and we are therefore examining fit with two models rather than
tests of causality. For example, it is conceivable that identification could moderate the step between intending to quit and
actually quitting, or indeed that the decision to quit could affect subsequent levels of identification and satisfaction (e.g., as
a dissonance reducing phenomenon). These speculations are worthy of investigation, and exploration of these, for
example, using longitudinal designs, is an area for future research efforts.CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONSPrevious research has reached differing conclusions about the likely role of organizational identification and job
satisfaction in turnover intention. The present findings complement previous research on turnover intention by using a
diverse set of real (rather than simulated) organizations. The findings are consistent across two types of organization
(private and public), across two cultures, and when gender, age, and length of tenure are accounted for. Job satisfaction and
organizational identification are both important antecedents of turnover intention. When participants’ age, gender, and
length of tenure were accounted for, organizational identification has a direct relationship with turnover intention and also
largely mediates the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intention.
These findings are consistent with the proposal that organizational identity has a relatively powerful and proximal
influence on turnover intention. Therefore, for organizations that wish to reduce turnover it would be worth focusing on
efforts to enhance organizational identity. However, under certain conditions, job satisfaction does have an important
direct role too. Improving job satisfaction may reduce turnover intention and this is more likely in private rather than
public organizations and when the ratio of men is higher. Future research could investigate these important relationships
and how they might impact on other organizational outcomes.ACKNOWLEDGEMENTSThis research was supported by grant number R42200024342 from the ESRC. Wewould like to thank Brian Mullen, Scott
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